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Introduction
Thepresentstudyexploresawaytoincorporatebothfocusedandunfocusedwritten
correctivefeedback (WCF)intoan EFL grammarand writing course.Earlierresearch
findingshaveindicatedthatfocusedWCFismoreeffectiveforimprovingL2learners・ability
towriteaccurately(Sheen,Wright,& Moldawa,2009;Bitchener,2008;Bitchener& Knoch,
2008,2009a,2009b,2010).However,providedthatlearners・attentionisclearlyfocusedonthe
majortargetgrammaticalpoint,itmaybemorepracticalfortheteachertoprovidedirect
correction on afew additionalgrammatical,lexical,orstylisticerrors.Thenumberof
paragraphsoressaysthattheteachercanassigntostudentspersemesterisnormaly
limited.Therefore,providingfeedbackonlyononeparticulargrammaticalruledoesnot
seem tobethemostefficientoreconomicalapproachtoL2teaching.Thisisparticularlythe
casewithEFLcoursesthataredesignedtohelplearnersimprovetheirgeneralgrammatical
knowledgeandoveralwritingskilsatthesametime.
ParticipantsinthepresentprojectwereEFLstudentsataJapaneseuniversitywitha
fairlyadvancedlevelofgrammarknowledge,andthepedagogicalpurposeofthecoursewas
nottoteachnovelEnglishgrammaticalrulesbuttorefreshorconsolidatetheirknowledge
ofmajorsyntacticrules,providingadditionalinformationaboutthedetailedfeaturesof
complexrules.Thecoursewasalsodesignedtoprovideparticipantswithopportunitiesto
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Abstract
ThepresentstudyevaluatedtheeffectsoffocusedWrittenCorrectiveFeedback(WCF)on
JapaneseEFLlearners・abilitytouseaccurategrammaticalformsinfreewriting,theeffects
ofacombinationoffocusedWCFandunfocusedWCF,andlearners・perceptionsofWCF.The
analysesofdiscrete-pointgrammartestsand essay writingsshowed thatfocused WCF
contributedtotheparticipants・acquisitionofcorrectgrammaticalformstoastatisticaly
significantdegreeandthattheunfocusedWCFonavarietyofspontaneouserrorsdidnot
underminetheeffectivenessoffocusedWCF.Furthermore,thequestionnairesurveyresults
indicated that the participants al preferred to receive error correction, producing
counterevidenceagainstTruscott・sproposalthatform-focusedWCFwasuselessandshould
notbeprovided.
practiceusingthemajorgrammaticalformsthroughparagraphoressaywriting.
Onecommonproblem withmanyJapaneseEFLstudents,includingEnglishmajorsor
highproficiencystudents,isthattheyhaveexplicitlylearnedgrammaticalrulesthrough
meta-linguisticexplanationsanddiscrete-pointgrammaranalysisexercisesbutstilcannot
consistentlyusethelearnedrulestoassembletarget-likephrasesorsentencesinspeakingor
writingactivities.WritingalowsL2learnersmoretimetocarefulyconsiderthestructure
ofeach sentencethan speaking which requiresinstantaneousjudgmentand language
productioninrealtime.However,eveninwriting,manyJapanesestudents,whenconcerned
aboutthesemanticorpragmaticcontent,continuetomakegrammaticalmistakesrelatedto
suchsyntacticstructuresasthearticles,relativepronouns,hypotheticalconditionals,present
perfecttense,andsubject-verbagreement,thepreciseequivalentsofwhichareabsentinthe
grammaticalsystem oftheirfirstlanguage.
Thefirstresearchpurposeofthisstudyistoaffirm thepositiveeffectsoffocusedWCF
ontheparticipants・abilitytouseaccurategrammaticalformsinnew piecesofwriting.
Truscott(1996,1999,2007)arguedthaterrorcorrectiondoesnotimproveL2writers・ability
to writeaccurately and thatitmay even haveharmfuleffects.However,thisstudy
endeavorstosupporttheoppositeposition,i.e.,grammarcorrectioncontributestoL2learn-
ers・acquisition ofgrammaticalformsin writing (Ferris,1999,2004,2010).Thesecond
researchpurposeistoinvestigatethepositiveornegativeeffectsofunfocusedWCFonthe
learners・abilitiestowriteaccuratelyinEnglish.Manyofthestudiesinthepastevaluated
theeffectivenessofWCFfocusedononesyntacticrule(e.g.,definiteandindefinitearticles),
butthisisanactionresearchstudyaimedtoevaluate,andimprove,theoveraleffectiveness
ofaparticularuniversityEFL course.Consequently,severaldifferentgrammaticalrules
werecoveredduringthesemester,whereaseachclasssessionprovidedWCFononerule.
Additionaly,unfocusedWCFwasgivenonparticipants・spontaneouserrorsrelatedtoa
varietyofgrammaticalforms.
TheteacherprovidedfocusedWCFonthemajortargetgrammaticalform byusingan
errorcodingsystem.ThisindirectWCFwasintendedtoguidetheparticipantstonotice
theirproblemsandfindwaystorepairthem,payingcloserattentiontothetargetpoint.
Thestrugglesthatthelearnersexperiencedintheprocessoflanguageproductionwere
believedtohaveapositiveeffect(Qi& Lapkin,2001;Sachs& Polio,2007).Asfortheir
spontaneous mistakes,the teacher directly corrected ungrammaticalor reformulated
awkwardforms;thisdirect,unfocusedWCFwasprovidedtohalfoftheparticipantsatodd-
numberedclasssessionsandtotheotherhalfateven-numberedsessions.Thus,although
eachclasssessioncoveredadifferentgrammaticalrule,anypossibleeffectofthetarget
linguisticforms on the effectiveness ofthe unfocused WCF was controled for.Al
participantsweretreatedequalyfrom aneducationalandethicalpointofview.
Theparticipantsreceivedexplicitexplanationsaboutthetargetgrammaticalformsand
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engagedingrammaranalysisactivitiesbeforeusingtheformsinparagraphwriting.Thus,
itisacknowledged thatgrammarinstruction aswel asWCF would accountforthe
participants・acquisition oftargetforms.However,explicitgrammar instruction was
administeredtoalparticipantsateveryclasssession,anditseffectsoneitherlearnergroup
werecontroledfor,althoughtheassessmentoftheeffectsofgrammarinstructionperse
wasbeyondthescopeandnatureofthepresentstudy.Nonetheless,themajorpointof
investigationwastodeterminethedegreetowhichWCFcontributedtotheiraccurateuse
oftargetformsin new piecesofwriting.A within-subjectsstatisticalanalysiswas
conductedtoevaluatetheeffectivenessofthetwotreatments:(a)focusedWCFand(b)a
combinationoffocusedWCFandunfocusedWCF.
Attheend ofthesemester,a questionnairesurvey wasconducted to probethe
participants・perceptionsoffocusedandunfocusedWCFprovidedduringthesemester.The
surveywasintendedtodeterminewhattypesofinstructionaltreatmentlearnerspreferso
thatfutureteachingplanscouldbemodifiedtoaccommodatetheirpreferences.Ferris(1995)
andHyland(2011)demonstratedthattheparticipantsattendedto,andappreciated,their
teachers・feedbackongrammaticalerrors,whereasTruscott(1996)arguedthatwhatlearners
believetobethebestfortheirlearningoftendiffersfrom whatcanrealyhelptheir
learningandobjectedtotheideaofprovidinggrammaticalerrorcorrectioninaccordwith
theirpreference.Thepresentstudystrovetosupporttheformerpositioninthisrespect.
LiteratureReview
Thissectionreviewsthetwoopposingviewsconcerningtheuseoferrorcorrection,the
effectsoffocused and unfocused WCF on L2 learners・accuracy in writing,and the
comparisonbetweendirectandindirecttypesofWCF.
FeedbackorNoFeedback
The firstmajor controversy concerning WCF was whether or notcorrection of
grammaticalerrorscanfacilitatelanguageacquisition.Truscott(1996,1999)claimedthat
grammarcorrectiondoesnotimproveL2learners・abilitytowriteaccuratelyintheleast
and proposed thepolicy ofabandoning it.Truscottalso pointed outthatthereisa
developmentalsequenceforgrammaracquisitionandthatinstructionisnoteffectiveunless
learnersarereadyforacertainform;unfortunately,veryfewteacherscandeterminetheir
students・currentdevelopmentalstagesandprovidefeedbackontherightgrammaticalitem
attherighttiming.Furthermore,eveniftheteachercanrecognizeandexplainanerror,
studentsmay notunderstand theexplanation.Hisobjection to provision ofgrammar
correctionwasalsobasedonthefactthatgrammarcorrectionoverlyburdensboththe
teacherandstudents.Teacherswasteanenormousamountoftimecorrectingtheirstudents・
errors,whichcouldbe,otherwise,investedforteachingdiscourseconstructionorproviding
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content-based feedback.Learnersdo notfeelcomfortableconfronting theindication of
mistakesand,forfearofmakingmistakes,mayavoidwritinglongerormorecomplex
sentences.Truscott・spositionwasthatgrammarcorrectionhasnoroletoplayinlanguage
acquisition.
Ferris(1999)protestedagainstTruscott・sproposal,stating thathistheorizing was
prematureandoverlystrong.Sheproposed,instead,thatselective,prioritized,andexplicit
typesoferrorcorrection mightbeeffective.In heropinions,teacherscould train to
recognizeandcorrectgrammaticalerrors,andtheymightcontinuetoprovidegrammar
correction untilfurther studies revealed more decisive evidence for or againsterror
correction.Ferris(2004)furtherarguedthattheexistingresearchbase,althoughinsufficient
fordecisiveconclusions,predictedpositiveeffectsoferrorcorrectiononL2writingandthat
theteachersshouldmakethebestoftheexistingbodyofknowledgeandcontinuetoprovide
WCF.Shealsostatedthatteacherscoulddeepentheirgrammarknowledgeandchoosethe
mostappropriateform ofdirectorindirecterrorcorrectiondependingontheirstudents・
needs,goals,andindividualdifferences.
StudiesinSupportoftheNon-instructionPolicy
Inordertosupporthisnon-instructionpolicy(i.e.,notprovidinggrammaticalerror
correction),Truscott(1996)citedthestudiesbySemke(1984),Robb,Ross,andShortreed
(1986),Kepner(1991),andSheppard(1992).Semke(1984)conducteda10-weeklongitudinal
studywith141AmericanuniversitystudentsstudyingGermanasaforeignlanguage(GFL)
toevaluatetheeffectsoferrorcorrectiononwritingaccuracy.Theparticipantsweredivided
intofourgroupsandreceivedfourdifferenttypesoffeedbackontheirfreewritings:(a)
directerrorcorrection,(b)commentsandquestionsonthecontent,(c)directcorrectionand
positivecomments,and(d)indirectcorrectivefeedbackusingcodes.Theresultsshowedthat
therewasnostatisticalysignificantdifferenceamongthefourgroupsintermsofwriting
accuracy.Thosewhoreceiveddirecterrorcorrectiondidnotperform anybetterthanthose
whoreceivedcontent-basedcomments.Thecomment-onlygroupexpressedamorepositive
attitudeconcerningtheirwritingexperiences.
Robb,Ross,and Shortreed (1986)evaluated theeffectivenessofdirectorindirect
feedbackwith134Japanesecolegestudents.Theparticipantsweredividedintofourgroups
andreceivedfourdifferenttypesofWCF:(a)directcorrection,(b)codedfeedback,(c)
highlightedfeedback,or(d)indicationofthenumberoferrorsperline.Theresultsshowed
thatdirectcorrectiondidnotresultingreateraccuracy,fluency,orcomplexityinthe
participants・writing.Instead,algroupsproducedmorecomplexstructuresovertimeas
theycontinuedtopracticewriting.
Kepner(1991)recruited60intermediateL2SpanishlearnersatanAmericancolegeand
evaluated theeffectsoftypeofwritten feedback (errorcorrectionsormessage-related
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comments)andEnglishverbalability(higherorlower)ontheiracquisitionofwritingskils
inSpanish.Theparticipantsweredividedintofourgroupsdependingon(a)theirverbal-
abilitylevelsand(b)thetypesoffeedbacktheyreceived.Theyengagedineightjournal
writing tasks,and error-correction feedback wasadministered to two subgroups,and
message-relatedcommentswereprovidedtotheothertwosubgroups.Oneofthetwo
subgroupsreceivingeithertreatmentincludedhigherverbal-abilitystudents,andtheother
includedlowerverbal-abilitystudents.Thetwo-wayANOVAresultsshowedthatthosewho
receivedmessage-relatedfeedbackproducedasignificantlygreaternumberofhigher-level
propositionsintheirjournalwritingandthatthehigher-verbal-abilitywritersconsistently
outperformedthelower-verbal-abilitywritersinproductivity.Ontheotherhand,thosewho
receivederror-correctionfeedbackdidnotgainsignificantlygreateraccuracythanthosewho
receivedmessage-relatedfeedbackregardlessoftheirverbal-ability.
Sheppard(1992)evaluatedtheeffectsofform-focusedfeedback andmeaning-focused
feedbackonESLlearners・acquisitionofwritingskils.Herecruited26ESLstudentswith
variousL1backgroundsandprovidedonesubgroup(n＝13)withform-focusedfeedbackon
grammaticalpointsandtheothersubgroup(n＝13)withholisticfeedbackonmeaning.The
resultsshowedthatthemeaning-focusedgroupmadeasignificantprogressfrom pretestto
posttestin verbaccuracy andpunctuation.Theform-focusedgroupmadeasignificant
progressinaccuracybuttendedtoavoidsubordinationasacomplexanddifficultsentence
structure.
Truscott(2007)furtherconductedasmal-scalemeta-analysisbasedontheresultsofsix
earlierresearchers・controledexperiments(includingthefourstudiesabovementioned)and
sixadditionalstudiesthatdidnotinvolveacontrolgroupbut,instead,measuredpretest-to-
posttestgainsthatthegrammar-correctionrecipientsattained.Hecomparedtheeffectsizes
forthecitedstudiesandproducedevidencethatgrammarcorrectionwaslikelytohavea
smal harmfuleffectonL2writers・abilitiestowriteaccuratelyandthatanypossible
benefitswereminimal.
Summingup,thefindingsfrom thesestudiessuggestedthaterrorcorrectiondoesnot
improveL2learners・accuracyinwritingtoasignificantdegree,andlearnerswhoreceive
content-basedfeedbacktendtoproducemorecomplexorideationalybettersentencesand
receiveapositiveimpressionofwritingactivities.Theimplicationisthattherolethat
grammarcorrectionmightplayforlanguageacquisitionisminimal,ifthereisany.
TheoriesandStudiesinSupportoftheProvisionofErrorCorrection
Firstofal,Truscott・stheorizingcontradictsthefunctionoffocus-on-form instruction.
Eskey (1983)pointed out that,although communicative language teaching facilitates
learners・fluency,itdoesnotautomaticalyincreaseformalaccuracy.Withthegrowing
popularityofthecommunicativeapproach,therehadbeenageneralshiftfrom theemphasis
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on structuralaccuracy to thedevelopmentoffunctionalskilsthatwereneeded for
communicatingideas.However,fluentL2speakersandwritersoftenlackedgrammatical
accuracy,showingthattheacquisitionofcommunicativecompetencedidnotguaranteetheir
native-likeuseofthetargetforms.WhengreateraccuracyisdemandedofL2learnersinthe
realworld (e.g.writing forprofessionalpurposes,instead ofengaging in daily oral
interactions),correctivefeedback from theteacherisindispensable.Thishasalsobeen
evidenced by thefactthatFrench immersion studentsin Canada,who had sufficient
opportunitiesforoutput,couldnotproducecomplexsentencestructuresunlesstheywere
provided with negativefeedback (Swain,1985)orthereportthatfocus-on-form tasks
successfulydrew immersionstudents・attentiontotheirerrorsandconsequentlyimprove
thequalityoftheirwriting(Swain& Lapkin,1995).
Thereareanumberofempiricalstudiesthatprovideevidencefortheeffectivenessof
grammarcorrection.Sheen (2007)recruited 91ESL learnersin theUnited Statesand
evaluated the effects of two types of focused WCF (direct error correction with
metalinguisticfeedback and directcorrection only)on theiracquisition oftheEnglish
articles.Theresultsshowedthatthelearnerswhoreceivederrorcorrectionoutperformed
thosewhodidnot,andthedirectcorrectionwithmetalinguisticfeedbackwasparticularly
effectiveforlong-term acquisition.
Bitchener,Young,and Cameron (2005)engaged 53adultmigrantstudentsin New
Zealandinwritingtasksoveranextendedperiodandevaluatedtheeffectsoftwodifferent
typesofWCF(a)explicitexplanationofgrammaticalerrorsandsuggestionsforchanges
and (b)explicitexplanation and suggestionscombined with student-teacher individual
conferences)on the participants・abilities to use three different grammaticalrules
(prepositions,thesimplepasttense,andthedefinitearticle).Thelearnerswhoreceived
eithertypeofWCFoutperformedthosewhoreceivednofeedback.Theresultsalsoindicated
thattheexplicitfeedbackwithindividualconferenceshadasignificantlypositiveeffecton
learners・accuracywiththedefinitearticleandthepasttense,whichwererule-governed
linguisticfeatures.
Likewise,Bitchenerandhiscoleaguesconductedaseriesofstudiesontheeffectiveness
offocusedWCF onL2learners・acquisitionoftheEnglisharticlesystem (definiteand
indefinite articles)and provided positive evidence.Bitchener (2008)engaged 75 low-
intermediate ESL learners in New Zealand in written picture-description tasks and
investigatedtheeffectsofWCFontheiracquisitionofthearticles.Hedividedthegroup
intofourgroupsandprovidedthethreeexperimentalgroupswith(a)directerrorcorrection
withwrittenandoralmeta-linguisticexplanation,(b)directerrorcorrectionwithwritten
explanation,or(c)directerrorcorrection only.Thecontrolgroupdidnotreceiveany
feedback.Theparticipantsproducedthreepiecesofwritingdescribingtheprovidedpictures.
Theresultsshowedalthreeexperimentalgroupsgainedgreateraccuracyatimmediate
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posttestthanthecontrolgroupandretainedthehighlevelofperformanceatdelayed
posttest,evidencingthaterrorcorrectionwaseffectiveandworththeteacher・stimeand
effort.
BitchenerandKnoch(2008)conductedasimilarESLstudywith75internationalvisa
studentsand69migrantstudents.Theexperimentaltreatmentsincluded(a)directerror
correction,written meta-cognitive explanation,and oralexplanation,(b)direct error
correctionandwrittenmeta-linguisticexplanation,and(c)directerrorcorrectiononly.Al
threeexperimentalgroupsoutperformedthecontrolgroupattheimmediateposttestandat
thedelayedposttestadministeredsevenweekslater.Therewasnostatisticaldifference
betweenthemigrantandinternationalstudents・accuracyinwriting.
BitchenerandKnoch (2009a)evaluatedtheeffectivenessofthreedifferenttypesof
focusedWCFwith52low-intermediateESLstudentsinNewZealand.Thethreetreatments
were:(a)directerrorcorrection,writtenmeta-linguisticexplanation,andoralexplanation,
(b)directcorrectionandwrittenmeta-linguisticexplanation,and(c)directerrorcorrection
only.Alexperimentalgroupsoutperformedthecontrolgroupattheimmediateposttestand
thethreedelayedposttestsadministeredtwo,six,or10monthsafterthetreatment.
Bitchener and Knoch (2009b)also conducted a longitudinalstudy with 52 low-
intermediateESLlearnersinNewZealandtocomparetheeffectivenessof:(a)writtenmeta-
linguisticexplanation,(b)writtenmeta-linguisticexplanationfolowedbyanoralform-
focusedreviewofthewrittenexplanation,(c)andindicationoferroneouspartsintheform
ofcircling.Theparticipantsweredividedintothreeexperimentalgroups,receivingoneof
the three forms of feedback,and a controlgroup.Al three experimentalgroups
outperformedthecontrolgroupattheimmediateposttestandatthethreedelayedtests.
Therewerenosignificantdifferencesamongthethreeexperimentalgroups.
Bitchenerand Knoch (2010)investigated theeffectsofWCF on 63advanced ESL
learners・accurateuseofthedefiniteandindefinitearticles.Theparticipants,ESLlearners
intheUnitedStates,received:(a)writtenmeta-linguisticexplanationandanoralform-
focusedreviewofthesameexplanation,(b)writtenmeta-linguisticexplanation,or(c)error
circling.Thecontrolgroupdidnotreceiveanyfeedback.Thegroupsthatreceivedwritten
meta-linguistic explanation with or without an oral form-focused review achieved
significantlygreateraccuracyattheimmediateanddelayedposttestseightweekslater.The
groupthatreceivederrorcirclingwasabletoincreaseitsaccuracyatimmediateposttest,
butitsaccuracyleveldecreasedafterward.Thecontrolgroupdidnotmakeanystatisticaly
significantprogress.
Theoveral implicationsofthesestudiesarethatL2 learnerswho receiveerror
correctionarelikelytolearntousegrammaticalformsmoreaccuratelythanthosewhodo
not,andexplicitexplanationstendtoreinforcetheeffectivenessofdirecterrorcorrection.
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FocusedorUnfocused
OntheassumptionthatWCFhasaroletoplayinlanguageacquisition,oneofthe
controversialissuesiswhetherfeedback shouldbefocusedon onegrammaticalruleor
providedonmultiplelinguisticerrorsthatlearnersmakespontaneously.
Sheen(2007),Bitchener(2008),andBitchenerandKnoch(2008,2009a,2009b,2010),as
abovementioned,investigatedtheeffectivenessoffocusedWCF;alofthesestudiesevaluated
learners・acquisitionoftheEnglisharticlesystem.Theresultsindicatedthatexperimental
groupsreceivingfocusedWCFinvariousforms(e.g.,directerrorcorrection,writtenmeta-
linguisticinput,ororalmeta-linguisticinput)consistentlyoutperformedthecontrolgroup
thatreceivednofeedback.Bitchener,Young,andCameron(2005)alsoevaluatedtheeffects
offocusedWCF(explicitwrittenfeedbackandteacher-studentconference,explicitfeedback
only,andnofeedback)onthreedifferentgrammaticalforms(thedefinitearticle,thesimple
pasttense,and prepositions)and revealed thattherule-governed featuresweremore
amenabletoWCF.
Studiesthatinvestigatedtheeffectsoffocusedandunfocusedcorrectivefeedback(CF)at
thesametimehavebeenscarce.Elis,Sheen,Murakami,andTakashima(2008)engageda
groupof35JapaneseEFLstudentsinnarrativewritingtasksandmeasuredtheeffectsof
focusedandunfocusedWCFontheiraccurateuseofgrammaticalrulesinEnglish.Thefirst
experimentalgroupreceivedWCFonlyonthedefiniteandindefinitearticles,andthesecond
experimentalgroupreceivedfeedbackonseveraldifferentgrammaticalforms.Theresults
showed thatboth madea significantimprovementfrom pretestto posttestand also
outperformedthecontrolgroupthatreceivednofeedback.However,thestudy didnot
indicatewhetherfocusedfeedbackismoreeffectivethanunfocusedfeedbackorviceversa.
Sheen,Wright,andMoldawa(2009)evaluatedtheeffectsofWCFon80ESLlearners・
acquisitionofgrammaticalformsataUScolege.Theparticipantsweredividedintofour
groups:Focused Written CF Group received directWCF only on theEnglish articles;
UnfocusedWrittenCFGroupreceivedfeedbackonthearticlesalongwithothergrammatical
structures(i.e.,copularbe,regularpasttense,irregularpasttense,and prepositions);
WritingPracticeGroupengagedinwritingpracticebutreceivednofeedback,and;Control
Grouponly took thetests.TheresultsshowedthatfocusedWCF couldcontributeto
grammaticalaccuracyinL2writingbutunfocusedWCFwasnotaspedagogicalyusefulas
writingpracticeitself.
Truscottand Hsu (2008)provided unfocused WCF to EFL studentsin Taiwan to
demonstratethattheprovidedfeedbackwasineffective.However,theform offeedbackthey
provided(simplyunderliningtheincorrectparts)wasattheextremeendofindirectWCF,
andthereisapossibilitythatasomewhatmoreexplicittypeofunfocusedWCFmighthave
facilitatedL2writers・accuracy.
WhereasagreatnumberofstudieshavedemonstratedthatfocusedWCFiseffective,
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studiesthathavecomparedtheeffectsoffocusedandunfocusedWCFdirectlyarescarce,
andtheevidenceagainstunfocusedWCF isnotsufficientanddecisive.Therolesand
effectivenessofunfocusedWCFneedtobefurtherinvestigated.
TypesofFeedback:DirectandIndirectFeedback
ManystudieshavedemonstratedtheeffectivenessofindirectWCFbyexperimentaly
utilizing differentformsofindirectfeedback,whereassomestudieshavereported the
positivefunctionsofdirecterrorcorrectionaswel.
Lalande(1982)theorized thatitispedagogicaly morebeneficialto guidelearners
systematicaly to noticetheirown errorsand discoverthecorrectforms,instead of
providingdirecterrorcorrections.HedividedagroupofintermediateGerman-as-a-Foreign-
Languagelearners(N＝60)intotwosubgroups:theexperimentalgrouphadtheirerrors
markedwithcodes,andthecomparisongroupreceiveddirecterrorcorrection.Theerror-
codinggroupgainedgreateraccuracyoveralthanthedirect-correctiongroup.Theindirect-
WCFgroupalsolearnedtousecasethemostdifficultgrammaticalruleamongaltarget
formsaccuratelyinanew pieceofwriting.Thestudyresultssuggestedthattheerror-
awarenessandproblem-solvingtechniquesthatindirectWCFinducedhadapositiveeffecton
intermediateGFLstudents・finalwriting.
Robb,Ross,andShortreed(1986),abovementioned,evaluatedtheeffectsofdirectand
indirectWCFonJapanesecolegestudents・writings.Theresultsindicatedthatmoredirect
feedbackdidnotresultingreateraccuracy,fluency,orcomplexityinL2writing.Semke
(1984)alsocompareddirectandindirectWCF,aswelascontent-basedfeedback,butthe
resultsdidnotproduceanyevidencetosuggestthateitheroneismoreeffective.
Chandler(2003)investigatedtheeffectivenessoffourtypesofWCF:directcorrection,
underlining with description ofan errortype,underlining only,and description only.
Participantswere36ESLstudentsintheUnitedStates.Theresultsindicatedthatdirect
correctionandunderliningweresignificantlymoreeffectivethanthedescriptionofanerror
type for improving the learners・accuracy in a subsequentwriting assignment.The
participants seemed to receive less discouragement from underlining than from the
descriptionoferrortypes.However,theyfeltthattheylearnedmorefrom self-correction
basedontheerror-typedescriptions.OnepossibleinterpretationofChandler・sstudyisthat
theindicationofanerroreitherdirectlycorrectingitorsimplyindicatingitslocationcan
effectively improvelearners・accuracy in new writing tasks,butthelearnersmightbe
motivatedtolearnthetargetstructurewhenprovidedwithchancestoreflectontheirown
errors.
VanBeuningen,DeJong,andKuiken(2012)investigatedtheeffectsofdirectcorrection
andindirectWCFonL2Dutchlearners・abilitiestoedittheirdraftsandtowriteaccurately
onanew topic(N＝268).ExperimentalGroup1receiveddirectcorrection,Experimental
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Group2receivedindirectcorrectivefeedbackusingtheerrorcodingsystem,ControlGroup
1receivednofeedback andself-editedtheirwritings,andControlGroup2receivedno
feedbackandengagedinacompletelynew writingtask.Theresultsshowedthatdirect
correctionresultedingrammaticalaccuracygains(e.g.,abilitiestoproducesyntacticaly
correctformsinvolvingarticles,inflections,wordorder,etc.),andindirectCFresultedin
improvingnon-grammaticalaccuracygains(e.g.,relatedtolexis,pragmatics,orthography).
Sheen (2007),Bitchener(2008),andBitchenerandKnoch (2008,2009a,2009b),above
mentioned, compared the functions of direct correction with or without written
meta-linguisticfeedbackand/ororalexplanation.Thegeneraltendencywasthatthewritten
meta-linguisticfeedback madeamajorcontribution,suggesting thatsomewhatexplicit
explanation ofa targetform reinforcestheeffectsofdirectcorrection on language
acquisition.Bitchener,Young,andCameron(2005)andBitchenerandKnoch(2010)also
producedevidencetosupportthisview.
Thefindingsfrom thesestudiesweremixed,reflectingthevaryingeffectsofdifferent
typesofindirectWCFadministeredindifferentteachingenvironments.Oneimportantpoint
tonote,however,isthattheindirectWCF islikelytoinvolveL2learnersincognitive
processing,whichislikelytofacilitatetheirlanguageacquisition.Ontheotherhand,it
mustalsobeacknowledgedthatbothdirecterrorcorrectionandindirectWCFhaverolesto
play,helpingtoimprovedifferentaspectsoflearners・writingabilities.
ResearchQuestionsandHypotheses
Alparticipantsreceivedexplicitgrammarinstructionaspartofthecoursework,which
mighthavepartialycontributedtotheiracquisitionofgrammaticalforms.Consideringthis
teachingenvironment,thefolowingfourresearchquestionswereputforward.
ResearchQuestion1:DoesacombinationofexplicitgrammarinstructionandfocusedWCF
improvetheparticipants・knowledgeofgrammaticalrulesasmeasuredinadiscrete-
pointgrammartest?
Hypothesis1:TheadministrationofgrammarinstructionandfocusedWCFimprovestheir
knowledgeofgrammaticalrules.
Research Question 2:Does focused WCF facilitate the participants・accurate use of
grammaticalrulesinfreewriting?
Hypothesis2:FocusedWCFfacilitatestheiraccurateuseoftargetgrammaticalrulesinfree
writing.
ResearchQuestion3:HowdoesunfocusedWCFaffecttheeffectivenessoffocusedWCF?
ThereisnoapriorihypothesisforResearchQuestion3.UnfocusedWCFonavariety
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ofgrammaticalformsmayinfluencetheeffectsoffocusedWCFeitherpositivelyor
negatively.
Research Question 4:How do theparticipantsperceivetheprovision offocused and
unfocusedWCFonparagraphwritings?
ResearchQuestion4isexplorative,andthereisnoapriorihypothesisforthisquestion,
either.
Method
Participants
Participantswere29third-yearstudentsenroledataJapaneseuniversity:theirexplicit
knowledgeofEnglish grammarcouldberegardedasadvancedby Japaneseuniversity
students・standards.Ninewerefemale,and20weremale.Theyhadalreadyreceivedtwo
yearsofEFLtrainingattheuniversityinadditiontosixyearsoffocus-on-forms-oriented
EFLeducationinjuniorhighschoolandhighschool.Noneofthem hadanexperienceof
stayingand/orstudyinginanEnglish-speakingcountryforayearorlonger.Theclassmet
onceaweekfora90-minutesession.
InstructionalTreatment
Classroom activities.Thecoursein which theparticipantsenroledwasan elective
linguisticscourse,designedprimarilytodeepentheirunderstandingofEnglishgrammar.
Thus,eachclasssessionbeganwithgrammaranalysisactivities.Theteacher(theresearcher
himself)handed outa worksheetthatpresented grammar questions and guided the
participantstoanswerthem inclass.Heofferedmeta-linguisticexplanationsforwhathe
assumedtobedifficultfeaturesofthetargetgrammaticalrule.Themajorgrammatical
rulescovered during theexperimentalperiod included:definiteand indefinitearticles,
countablenounsanduncountablenouns,presentperfect,passivevoice,theverbsletand
make,relativepronouns,hypotheticalconditionals,reported speech,and infinitivesand
gerunds.Eachclasssessioncoveredoneofthesegrammaticalforms.
Afterthecontroledgrammaranalysisexercises,theparticipantspracticedusingthe
targetgrammaticalform throughparagraphwriting.Theyfirstreceivedthepromptforthe
writingtaskand,asapre-writingactivity,engagedinasmal-groupdiscussiontoshare
interestingideas.Forexample,forthepresentperfecttense,thewritingtaskrequiredthem
torefertofiveacademic,athletic,orreal-lifegoalsthattheyhadaccomplishedsincethey
enteredtheuniversity(e.g.,Ihaveparticipatedintwointercolegiatetennistournaments;I
havegottenmydriver・slicenseafterattendingadrivingschoolforthreemonths;Ihave
attainedan800TOEICscore.).Membersofeachgrouprecountedtheirownexperiencesso
thattheycouldshareideasforparagraphcomposition.Theywereencouragedtocarryout
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theirdiscussioninEnglishbutwerealowedtoswitchtoJapanesewhentheycouldnot
fulyexpresstheirideasinthetargetlanguage.Then,arepresentativeofeachgroupwas
caledupontoreportthegeneratedideasbacktotheclassinEnglish.Alparticipantsmade
notesfortheirownwritings,tooktheirnoteshometowritetheirparagraphs,andtypedup
andsubmittedthetexttotheteacheratthenextclasssession.
Writtencorrectivefeedback.Asforthetargetgrammaticalrule,theteacherprovided
participantswithfocusedWCFusingacodingsystem.A tableofcodesusedforWCFwas
distributedatthebeginningofthesemester(e.g.,VTforaverb-tenseproblem,WCfor
wrong word choice,WO forwrong word order,SV-agrfora subject-verb agreement
problem);theteacheroraly explained someofthecodesthatwerelikely tobeused
frequently.Whenweeklyparagraphsweresubmitted,heunderlinedtheungrammaticalparts
andusedcodestoindicatetheerrortypes.Regardingthetargetgrammaticalrule,the
correctformsthattheparticipantsusedwerecircledaspositivefeedback,aswasindicated
atthebeginningofthecourse.Theparticipantswereencouragedtoproduceinformativeand
interesting paragraphswhiletrying to usethetargetgrammaticalforms,instead of
mechanicaly constructing targetlinguisticstructures.They received onegradeon the
grammarusage(grammargrade)andanotherontheoveralorganization,vocabulary,and
content(compositiongrade).
In order to evaluatehow theadditionaldirectWCF on a variety oflexicalor
grammaticalformsmightinfluencetheparticipants・attentiontothemajortargetsyntactic
ruleeitherpositivelyornegativelytheteacheralternatelyprovidedhalfoftheparticipants
withunfocusedWCF.Theclasswasdividedintotwosubgroups:GroupA andGroupB.
GroupAreceivedWCFonalgrammaticalmistakesatodd-numberedclasssessions,i.e.,in
additiontofocusedWCF,whereasGroupB receivedonlyfocusedfeedbackonthemajor
targetform.Then,GroupB receivedWCFonalerrorsateven-numberedclasssessions
whileGroupA receivedonlyfocusedfeedback.
Theinstructionalprocesswascomposedofthreesteps,includinginstruction,submission,
andfeedback,andextendedoveraperiodofthreeweeks(i.e.,threeclasssessions).However,
everyweek,theclassproceededtostudyanew grammaticalrulesothattheintervals
betweendifferenttopicswereefficientlyutilized.
Asmentionedabove,manyoftheearlierstudieshaveindicatedthatfocusedWCFis
generalymoreeffectivethanunfocusedWCFforthelong-term acquisitionofgrammatical
forms.However,there has been no strong evidence that giving feedback on other
grammaticalformsreducestheeffectivenessoffocusedWCF.
Testing
Discrete-pointgrammartests.Apretest-posttestdesignwasusedtomeasurethepartic-
ipants・knowledgeofthetargetgrammaticalrules.Atthebeginningofthesemester,a
―28―
pretest,which comprised multiple-choice question items related to al ofthe major
grammaticalrulestobecoveredduringthesemester,wasadministeredtomeasurethe
participants・baseknowledge.Thesametestwasadministeredattheendofthesemesterto
measuretheirgains;thequestionitemswerescrambledandmixedwithafewdistractorsto
preventanypossibletesteffect.Becauseofclassadministrationconstraints,itwasnot
possibletoadministeradelayedposttest.
Essaywriting.Theparticipantswroteapreliminaryessayandafinalessay,whichwas
intendedtodeterminethedegreetowhichtheiroveralwritingskilsandtheirabilityto
usethetargetgrammaticalformsaccuratelyinfreewritingimproved.Theparticipants
wrotethepreliminaryandfinalessaysonnewtopics.AsBitchenerandFerris(2012)stated,
L2writers・abilitytoeditandpolishtheirdraftsdoesnotautomaticalytranslateinto
languageacquisitionandthatitisimportanttoevaluatetheaccuracywithwhichthey
producenewpiecesofwriting.Theextenttowhichtheparticipantsgainedaccuracyovera
four-monthperiodwasmeasured.Whereastheparticipantswroteandsubmitted10weekly
paragraphsduringthesemester,eightofthem wereusedforanalysis;thefirstassignment
wasintendedasawarm-upassignmentandal participantsreceivedboth focusedand
unfocusedWCFonthelastweeklyessay.
TheeffectsofunfocusedWCFwerenotdirectlymeasured.Instead,themeansforthe
grammaticalitemsonwhichtheparticipantsreceivedonlyfocusedWCFandthoseforthe
itemsonwhichtheyreceivedbothfocusedandunfocusedWCFwerecompared.Ifthemeans
forthefocused-WCF-onlyweresignificantlygreater,itwouldmeanthattheunfocusedWCF
mighthaveinterferedwith participants・concentration on themain targetgrammatical
forms.Ontheotherhand,ifthemeansforthefocused-and-unfocused-WCFweregreater,
therewasapossibilitythatadditionalWCFonavarietyofformshadapositiveeffect.If
therewasnosignificantdifference,itmightmeanthattheadditionalunfocusedfeedback
wasneitherbeneficialnorharmful.
Questionnairesurvey.Inadditiontotheobjectivegrammartestsandtheessaytests,a
questionnairesurveywasconductedattheendofthesemestertofathom theirpositiveor
negativeperceptionsoffocusedorunfocusedWCF.
Theparticipantswereasked:
a.whetherornottheypreferredtohavetheirgrammaticalerrorscorrected;
b.(ifyeson(a)whattypesoferrorstheywantedtheteachertocorrect;
c.(ifyeson(a)towhatextenttheywantedtheteachertocorrecttheerrors;
d.(ifyeson(a)whattypesofcorrectivefeedbacktheypreferred(e.g.,directerror
correction,codedfeedback,meta-linguisticexplanation);
e.(ifnoon(a)whytheypreferrednottohavetheirerrorscorrected,and;
f.howoftentheyreviewedthewrittencorrectivefeedbackfrom theteacher.
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Results
t-TestResults
InordertoevaluatetheeffectsofWCF ontheparticipants・acquisitionofexplicit
grammarknowledge(Research Question 1),theirmeansforthepreliminary and final
grammartests(i.e.,pretestandposttest)werecompared.Theparticipants・raw scoresat
pretestandposttestwereconvertedintoRaschmeasuresusingthepartialcreditRasch
model.Raschmeasuresaremoreusefulforaccuratestatisticalmeasurementthanrawscores
becausetheyareequal-intervalmeasuresthatarederivedfrom theprobabilisticrelationships
betweenpersonabilitiesanditem difficulties(Bond&Fox,2007).TheRaschpersonmeasures
werefurtherconvertedtoresponseprobabilityunits(CHIPS).Thislineartransformation
meantthattheaveragepersonmeasurewassetat50,andthehighestandlowestpossible
scoreswererespectively80and20.Theitem separationwas2.76,whichwasabovethe
criterion pointof2.00,andtheitem reliability was0.88,which wasvery closetothe
criterionpointof0.90.AsshowninTable1,thepretestmeanwas51.02(SD＝1.81),andthe
posttestmeanwas55.74(SD＝2.74).
Then,at-testwasconductedtodeterminethedegreeofstatisticalsignificance.The
independentvariablewastest(i.e.,pretestandposttest),andthedependentvariableswere
theparticipants・scoresonthediscrete-pointgrammartestsadministeredatthebeginning
andtheendofthesemester.Theresultsshowedthattheparticipants・scoresimproved
significantlyfrom pretesttoposttest,t(24)＝7.73,p＝0.001.
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Table1.DescriptiveStatisticsforDiscrete-PointGrammarTestResults
Pretest M 51.02
95％ CI LowerBound 50.27
HigherBound 51.77
SD 1.81
Skewness 0.10
SES 0.46
Kurtosis －0.70
SEK 0.90
Posttest M 55.74
95％ CI LowerBound 54.61
HigherBound 56.87
SD 2.74
Skewness 0.15
SES 0.46
Kurtosis －0.53
SEK 0.90
Note.N＝25.
Repeated-MeasuresANOVA Results
InordertoevaluatetheoveraleffectsofWCFontheparticipants・abilitiestowrite
moreaccuratelyinfreewriting(ResearchQuestion2),theparticipants・gainsingrammar
gradesandcompositiongradesonessaywritingweremeasured,andatwo-wayrepeated-
measuresanalysisofvariance(ANOVA)wasconducted.
Obligatorycontextanalysiswasusedtocomputetheparticipants・grammargrades.The
numberofcorrectly formedphrasesorsentencesin each individualwriter・sessay was
dividedbythetotalnumberofobligatorycontextswheretheuseofthetargetform was
required.Regardingtheoveralcompositiongrades,theresearcherandanotherexperienced
EFLteacherholisticalygradedtheparticipants・preliminaryandfinalessaysona5-point
scale.Thecriteriaforjudgmentincludedcontent,vocabulary,organization,mechanics,and
grammar(relatedtotheuseofalgrammaticalrulesotherthanthemajortargetform),but
eachofthetworatersgaveoneholisticscoreoneachparticipant・sessay.Theinter-rater
reliabilitywasr＝0.89,p＜0.01,andtheratersnegotiatedover,andadjusted,thegradeson
whichtheyhadnotagreed.
AsshowninTable2,thegrammarmeanforpreliminaryessaywritingwas3.08(SD
＝0.65)andthegrammarmeanforfinalessaywritingwas3.96(SD＝0.75).Thecomposition
meanforpreliminaryessaywritingwas2.46(SD＝0.66),andthecompositionmeanforfinal
essay writing was 3.50 (SD＝0.66).There were noticeable gains in both writing-skil
categories.
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Table2.DescriptiveStatisticsfortheGrammarandCompositionGradesfor
PreliminaryandFinalEssays
Grammar Composition
PreliminaryEssay M 3.08 2.46
95％ CI LowerBound 2.81 2.18
HigherBound 3.36 2.74
SD 0.65 0.66
Skewness －0.08 0.17
SES 0.47 0.47
Kurtosis －0.42 0.05
SEK 0.92 0.92
FinalEssay M 3.96 3.50
95％ CI LowerBound 3.64 3.22
HigherBound 4.28 3.78
SD 0.75 0.66
Skewness 0.00 0.07
SES 0.47 0.47
Kurtosis 0.00 －0.81
SEK 0.92 0.92
Note.N＝24.
Subsequently,a two-way repeated-measures ANOVA was performed to determine
whetherornotthegainswerestatisticalysignificant.Thewithin-subjectsfactorsweretest
with twolevels(preliminary essay andfinalessay)andskil categorywith twolevels
(grammarandcomposition).Thedependentvariablesweretheparticipants・gradesforeither
writing-skilcategoryatpreliminaryandfinalessaywriting.Theunivariatetestresults
(Table3)showedthatthetestmaineffectwassignificant,F(1,23)＝59.94,p＜0.05,・
2
＝0.72,
theskilcategorymaineffectwassignificant,F(1,23)＝19.15,p＜0.05,・
2
＝0.45.Thetestx
skil category interaction wasnotsignificant,F(1,23)＝0.41,p＞0.05,・
2
＝0.02.Thatis,
regardlessofwriting-skil category (reflectedin grammarandcomposition grades),the
participants・scores improved to a statisticaly significantdegree atthe end ofthe
experimentalperiod.Theylearnedtowritemoreaccuratelyandproduceideationalyand
organizationalybetterwritings.Theparticipants・grammargradeswerehigherthantheir
compositiongrades,whichwasnotsurprisingbecausethetargetgrammaticalformshad
been explicitly taughtbeforewriting tasks.However,asthegrammarandcomposition
gradeswerecomputedondifferentscalesindependentlyfrom eachother,thegrammar-
compositiondifferenceperseshouldbeinterpretedcautiously.Nonetheless,itwasimportant
toconfirm thattheparticipantslearnedtowriteideationalyandorganizationalybetter
essaysoverthesemester,notassemblingthetargetsentencestructuresmechanicaly.
ANCOVA Results
TheeffectivenessofthefocusedWCF andthatofthefocusedandunfocusedWCF
combined(ResearchQuestion3)wereevaluatedbycomparingtheparticipants・essayscores
forthegrammaticalitemsonwhichtheyhadreceivedfocusedandunfocusedWCF(focused-
and-unfocused)duringthesemesterandthoseforthegrammaticalitemsonwhichtheyhad
receivedfocusedWCFonly(focused-only).Inotherwords,theparticipants・abilitiestouse
thetargetgrammaticalformsinfinalessaywritingwerereanalyzedbydividingthetarget
itemsintothosetowhichtheymighthavepaidexclusiveattentionontheonehandand
thosetowhichtheymighthavepaidsomewhatlessattentionontheotherhand.Focused-
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Table3.Repeated-MeasuresANOVA Results(Univariate)
Effect df SS MS F p ・
2
Test 1 22.04 22.04 59.94 0.001 0.72
Residual 23 8.46 0.37
Grades 1 7.04 7.04 19.15 0.001 0.45
Residual 23 8.46 0.37
TestxGrades 1 0.17 0.17 0.41 0.53 0.02
Residual 23 9.33 0.41
Note.α＝0.05.
and-unfocused and focused-only scoreswerecomputed based on thesameparticipants・
preliminary andfinalessaysabovementionedbutwere,formoreaccurateassessment,
convertedintoRaschmeasures,usingthedichotomousmodel.TheRaschmeasureswere
furthertransformedintoresponseprobabilityunits.Theitem separationwas3.12,andthe
item reliabilitywas0.91.
Table4displaysthedescriptivestatistics.Thefocused-and-unfocusedmeanforpreliminary
essaywas48.65(SD＝6.46);thefocused-onlymeanwas49.02(SD＝5.17).Thefocused-and-
unfocusedmeanforfinalessaywas52.47(SD＝6.42);thefocused-onlymeanwas53.89(SD
＝5.95).Thefocused-onlymeanswereslightlyhigherbothatthebeginningandtheendof
thesemester.
Theparticipants・gainsbetweenpreliminaryessayandfinalessaywereevaluatedby
performingaone-wayanalysisofcovariance(ANCOVA).Theindependentvariable,treatment,
included two levels:focused-and-unfocused-WCF and focused-WCF-only.The dependent
variablewastheparticipants・scoresonthefinalessay,andthecovariatewastheirWCF
scoresonthepreliminaryessay.A preliminaryanalysisevaluatingthehomogeneity-of-
slopesassumptionindicatedthattherelationshipbetweenthecovariateandthedependent
variabledidnotdiffersignificantlyasafunctionoftheindependentvariable,F(1,44),p
＝0.86,・
2
＝0.001.TheANCOVA wasnotsignificant,F(1,45)＝0.58,p＝0.45,・
2
＝0.013.
Whereastheparticipants・meanafterreceivingfocusedWCFonlywasslightlyhigherthan
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Table4.DescriptiveStatisticsfortheTwoTreatments・Effects
Focused＋Unfocused FocusedOnly
PreliminaryEssay M 48.65 49.02
95％ CI LowerBound 45.93 46.83
HigherBound 51.38 51.20
SD 6.46 5.17
Skewness －0.41 －0.24
SES 0.47 0.47
Kurtosis －0.70 －0.49
SEK 0.918 0.92
FinalEssay M 52.47 53.89
95％ CI LowerBound 49.76 51.38
HigherBound 55.18 56.40
SD 6.42 5.95
Skewness －0.69 0.07
SES 0.47 0.47
Kurtosis －0.02 －0.81
SEK 0.92 0.92
Note.N＝24.
theirmean afterreceiving focusedandunfocusedWCF,thetwomeansdidnotdiffer
significantly,suggestingthattheadditionalfeedbackonavarietyofgrammaticalformsdid
notinterferewithlearners・concentrationonthemajortargetform.
QuestionnaireSurveyResults
Theresultsofthequestionnairesurveywereanalyzedtounderstandtheparticipants・
perceptionsofteacherfeedback(ResearchQuestion4).Twostudentswereabsentatthelast
classmeetingwhenthesurveywasconducted,andtheN-sizewasreducedto27.Table5
summarizestheparticipants・responsestothequestionitems.
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Table5.QuestionnaireSurveyResults
Question NumberofResponses
PreferenceforReceivingWCF
Prefer 27
DoNotPrefer 0
TypesofErrorsTheyWanttheTeachertoCorrect
GrammaticalErrors 27
AwkwardExpressions 26
ParagraphConstructionProblems 11
Spelings 14
Punctuation 8
Japanese-EnglishExpressions 9
ExtentofCorrectionTheyPrefer
AlErrors 21
FocusedGrammaticalForm(s)Only 2
2or3Items 0
4or5Items 0
A LimitedNumberofItemsIfThereAreMany 4
Form ofErrorCorrection
DirectCorrection 18
UsingCodes 0
Underlining 6
IndicatingtheNumberofErrors 0
DescribingErrorTypesintheMargin 2
Reformulation 3
TheNumberofTimesTheyReviewtheFeedback
Never 0
Once 14
TwoorMoreTimes 10
Note.N＝27.
Firstofal,itisnoteworthythatalofthe27participantsansweredthattheywanted
toreceiveWCFandthatalofthem indicatedthattheywishedtohavetheirgrammatical
errorstobecorrected.Almostalparticipants(26outof27)alsoreferredtoawkward
expressions(includingincorrectchoiceofwordsoridioms)asanothermajorerrorcategory
on which they preferredtoreceiveteacherfeedback.Asfortheothercategories(i.e.,
paragraphing problems,spelings,punctuation,theuseofJapanese-English expressions),
therewerenoticeableindividualdifferences,althougheachcategorywaschosenbyeightto
14people.Thechi-squaretestindicatedthattherewasasignificantdifferenceamongthesix
items,χ
2
＝22.92,p＝0.001.Table6showsthepairwisecomparisonresults.
Regarding theform offeedback,asmany as18participantsanswered thatthey
preferreddirectcorrection.Nooneindicatedtheirpreferencefortheuseofacodingsystem.
Sixstudentspreferredunderliningorotherformsoforthographicenhancement,andtwo
preferred margin notes explaining the error type,and three preferred provision of
alternativeorreformulatedphrasesorsentences.Thechi-squaretestresultindicatedthere
wasasignificantdifferenceamong thefourtypes,χ
2
＝22.45,p＝0.001.Theresultsof
pairwisecomparisonareshowninTable7;itisevidentthatthetargetstudentgroup
preferreddirecterrorcorrection.
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Table6.Chi-squareTestsResults:ItemsforCorrection
PairwiseComparison ObservedFrequency ExpectedFrequency χ
2 p
Grammarvs.AwkwardExpressions Gr.27 Awk.26 26.5 0.19 0.891
Grammarvs.Paragraphing Gr.27 Par.11 19 6.74 0.009
Grammarvs.Speling Gr.27 Sp.14 20.5 4.12 0.042
Grammarvs.Punctuation Gr.27 Punc.8 17.5 10.31 0.001*
Grammarvs.JapaneseEnglish Gr.27 Jap.9 18 9 0.003*
Awkwardvs.Paragraphing Awk.26 Par.11 18.5 6.08 0.014
Awkwardvs.Speling Awk.26 Sp.14 20 3.6 0.058
Awkwardvs.Punctuation Awk.26 Punc.8 17 9.53 0.002*
Awkwardvs.JapaneseEnglish Awk.26 Jap.9 17.5 8.26 0.004*
Paragraphingvs.Speling Par.11 Sp.14 12.5 0.36 0.549
Paragraphingvs.Punctuation Par.11 Punc.8 9.5 0.47 0.491
Paragraphingvs.JapaneseEnglish Par.11 Jap.9 10 0.2 0.655
Spelingvs.Punctuation Sp.14 Punc.8 11 1.636 0.201
Spelingvs.JapaneseEnglish Sp.14 Jap.9 11.5 1.087 0.297
Punctuationvs.JapaneseEnglish Punc.8 Jap.9 8.5 0.059 0.808
Note.・＝0.05.*＝significantafterHolm・sSequentialBonferroniadjustment.
Asfortheireffortstopayattentiontotheteacherfeedback,14answeredthatthey
wouldreviewthefeedbackonce,and10answeredthattheywouldreflectonittwoormore
times.The chi-square testresults showed thatthere was no statisticaly significant
differencebetweenthesetwogroups,χ
2
＝0.67,p＝0.41.Noonesaidthattheyneverpaid
attentiontothefeedback.Threeparticipantsdidnotrespondtothisquestion,eitherunable
todecideornotseriously concerned aboutthefeedback in spiteofthefactthatal
participantsansweredtheypreferredtheteachertocorrecttheirerrors.
Discussion
Thefirstresearch question wasrelatedtotheeffectsofacombination ofexplicit
grammarinstructionandfocusedWCFontheparticipants・acquisitionofgrammaticalrules.
Theresultsofdiscrete-pointgrammartestsshowedthattherewasasignificantgaininthe
participants・posttestscores,supportingthehypothesisthatpredictedthepositiveeffectsof
thegrammarteaching,weeklyparagraphwriting,andWCF ontheirexplicitgrammar
knowledge.
The second research question was concerned with the effects of WCF on the
participants・ability tousegrammaticalrulesaccurately in freewriting.Therepeated-
measuresANOVA resultsshowedthattheirgrammargradesimprovedsignificantlyfrom
preliminary essay tofinalessay;thus,thesecondhypothesisthatWCF wouldhavea
positiveeffectwasalsosupported.Itisimportanttonoticethattheircompositiongrades
alsoimprovedfrom preliminaryessaytofinalessay,evidencethattheparticipantswere
engagedinmeaning-focusedcompositiontasks,insteadofmechanicalytryingtoassemble
thetargetlinguisticstructuresasrequiredbythetasks.
Truscott(1996,1999,2007)putforwardaverystrongproposalthatgrammarcorrection
hasnoroletoplayinL2writinginstructionandthusshouldbeabandoned.Theresultsof
thegrammartestsandtheanalysisofparticipants・essaysinthepresentprojectcombined
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Table7.Chi-SquareTestResults:TypesofFeedback
PairwiseComparison ObservedFrequency ExpectedFrequency χ
2 p
DirectCorrectionvs.Highlighting DC18 H 6 12 6 0.14
DirectCorrectionvs.ErrorType
Description
DC18 ETD2 10 12.8 0.000*
DirectCorrectionvs.Reformulation DC18 Ref.3 10.5 10.71 0.001*
Highlightingvs.ErrorType
Description
H 6 ETD2 4 2 0.157
Highlightingvs.Reformulation H 6 Ref.3 4.5 1 0.317
ErrorTypeDescriptionvs.
Reformulation
ETD2 Ref.3 2.5 0.02 0.655
Note.・＝0.05.*＝significantafterHolm・sSequentialBonferroniadjustment.
toproducecounterevidenceagainsthisproposaland,instead,tosupportFerris・sposition
(1999,2004)thatselectiveandprioritizederrorcorrectionfacilitateslearners・accuracyinfree
writing.Althoughconductedonaverysmalscale,thepresentstudycanbeaddedtoalist
ofstudiesinsupportofthepositionthatexplicitlyandsystematicalyprovidedgrammar
feedbackcanhelpL2learnersuserule-governedformsaccurately(Ferris,1999,2004;Sheen,
2007;Bitchener,2008;Bitchener& Knoch,2008,2009a,2009b,2010;Bitchener,Young,&
Cameron,2005).WCFispedagogicalyeffectiveandshouldbeutilizedinL2writingcourses.
ThethirdresearchquestionwasrelatedtotheissueofhowunfocusedWCFonavariety
ofgrammaticalitemsmightaffecttheeffectivenessoffocusedWCF.TheANCOVA results
indicatedthattheparticipants・focused-onlymeanandtheirfocused-and-unfocusedmeandid
notdiffersignificantly,suggestingthatprovisionofWCFonafewadditionalgrammatical
formsdidnotseriouslyinterferewiththelearners・attentiontothemajortargetform.Of
course,theabsenceofameandifferencedoesnotconstituteanyconcreteevidencethatthe
combinationoffocusedandunfocusedfeedbackismoreeffectiveforlanguageacquisition
thanthefocusedfeedbackadministeredindependently.However,asstatedatthebeginning
ofthispaper,consideringthelimitedclasstime,itispedagogicalymorepracticaltoprovide
feedbacknotonlyononegrammaticalrulebutalsoonseveralspontaneousgrammaticaland
lexicalerrorsthatEFLlearnerscommit.Inthisregard,ithasbeenmeaningfultoconfirm
thatunfocusedfeedbackdoesnotunderminetheeffectoffocusedWCFonthemajortarget
form.However,prioritizationofthemajortargetform abovetheincidentalerrorsseemsto
beimportant.Furtherresearchonthesameissueisabsolutelynecessary.
Thefourth research question washow theparticipantsperceived theprovision of
focusedandunfocusedWCFinparagraphwritingtasks.First,asfarasthisresearchstudy
wasconcerned,alparticipantsindicatedtheirdesireforteacherfeedback.Truscott(1999)
statedthatlearnersdonotalwaysunderstandwhatbenefitstheirlanguagelearningand
thusobjectedtoFerris・sideaofofferingWCFforthereasonthatlearnersexpresstheir
desireforit.However,whenalstudentsinaclassprefertoreceivefeedbackandthereis
noclearevidenceofaharmfuleffect,theirrequestorpreferencemightbeaccommodatedin
ordertoenhancetheirmotivationforfurtherstudying.
IntermsofthetypeofWCF,theparticipantsindicatedtheirstrongpreferencefor
correctionofgrammaticalerrors,whereastheyalsoappreciatedfeedbackonvariousother
aspectsoftheirwriting.Alparticipantsinthisprojectansweredthattheywantedthe
teachertocorrecttheirgrammaticalerrors.ThisisinaccordwithFerris・sreport(1995)that
themajorityoftheESLstudentspreferredtoreceivegrammarfeedbackandexpressedtheir
satisfactionaboutthefactthattheycouldwritemoreaccuratelyandpresentideasmore
clearly.Ontheotherhand,thestudentsinFerris・sstudyrememberedtheteacher・spositive
commentsontheirideasandorganizationmorespecificalyandvividly.Consequently,itis
safetoassumethatgrammarfeedback and contentfeedback havedifferentfunctions,
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insteadofregardingthem asoppositeinstructionalplanstotradeoffwitheachother.
It is important to note that learners・ESL/EFL background and their English
proficiencieshaveeffectson thedegreeto which they preferred grammarorcontent
feedback.HedgcockandLefkowitz(1994,1996)reportedthatforeignlanguagestudentspaid
moreattentiontoform,whereasESLstudents,moreproficientinthetargetlanguage,had
astrongerinterestincontentfeedbackalthoughtheyalsopaidattentiontoform-focused
feedback.Likewise,MontgomeryandBakerreported(2007)thatstudentsenroledinESL
writingcoursesweremorelikelytoprefergrammarfeedbackthanstudentsworkingon
discipline-based papers,the latter being more interested in contentand organization
feedback.Thatis,themoreadvancedandexperiencedL2writersare,themoretheyare
concernedaboutcontentandorganization.ThelowerproficiencylearnerstendtowriteinL2
forthepurposeoflanguagepracticeandneedmoregrammarfeedback.Theparticipantsin
thisstudywerecategorizedasadvancedbytheJapaneseEFLstandards,butmanyofthem
stil observedin theclassroom thattheirgrammarwasnotperfectorthatthey had
difficultiesunderstandingcertaingrammaticalstructures.Consequently,theirlackofself-
confidence,and/ortheirawarenessthattheywerewritingEnglishparagraphsandessays
forthepurposeofEnglishpractice,mighthaveinfluencedtheirresponses.
Then,theoverwhelmingmajorityindicatedtheirpreferencetohavealerrorscorrected
bytheteacher,andtheoverwhelmingmajoritypreferreddirectcorrection.Ferris(2004)
statedthatindirectfeedback,whichinvolveslearnersincognitiveproblem-solving,ismore
desirablethandirectcorrection.QiandLapkin(2001)alsoproposedthatprovisionofa
reformulatedform (i.e.,anotherform ofindirectcorrection)hasanadvantageofinducing
learners・effortstonoticetheirownerrorsandengageincognitiveprocessing,which,in
turn,islikelytoresultinlong-term acquisition.ThequestionnairesectionofFerrisand
Roberts・study(2001),whichevaluatedthelevelofexplicitnessrequiredfortheWCFtoL2
learners,showedthatthemostpopularerrorfeedbacktechniquefortheparticipantswas
markingandlabelingerrorswithcodes.Thefindingsfrom thepresentstudycontradicted
thesereportsandtheories.Ontheotherhand,itmustalsobenotedthatChandler・sstudy
(2003)indicatedthatdirecterrorcorrectionwasmoreeffectiveforimprovingESLlearners・
accuracyinsubsequentwritingsandthatVanBeuningenetal.(2012)demonstratedthat
directcorrectionhadapositiveeffectonL2Dutchwriters・abilitiestowriteanddraft
accurately.Furtherresearchisneededtoprovidemoresolidevidencefororagainsttheuse
ofdirecterrorcorrection.However,oneinterpretationisthattheparticipantsinthepresent
project,many ofwhom werenotfuly confidentabouttheirgrammarknowledgeand
dependentonteacherfeedback,mighthavechosenthequickerandsurerwayofrecognizing
theirerrors.
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Conclusion
ThepresentstudyexploredawaytointegratebothfocusedandunfocusedWCFintoan
EFLwritingcourse.Theresultsshowedthattheparticipants・abilitiestousethetarget
grammaticalrulesinfreewriting,aswelastheirexplicitknowledgeofEnglishgrammar,
improvedsignificantlyafterreceivinggrammarfeedbackontheirweeklyparagraphsor
essays.TheunfocusedWCFonavarietyofgrammaticalformsdidnotseem toundermine
theeffectsoffocusedWCFforthemaintargetform,either.Intermsoftheirpsychological
preference,al oftheparticipantsindicated their desireto receivefeedback on their
grammaticalerrors,andtheyperceiveddirecterrorcorrectiontobethemostuseful.
TheeducationalimplicationisthatEFL teachersmaybeadvisedtoprovidefocused
WCFandalsotoprovideunfocusedWCFonmultiplegrammaticalpointsaslongasthe
majortargetform isprioritizedandthenumberofauxiliarytargetpointsislimitedto
whatthestudentscandealwith.Thetypesoffeedback(i.e.,directorindirect,explicitor
not explicit)should be carefuly considered depending on the students・L2 learning
backgroundsandproficiencylevels,thenatureandpurposeofinstruction(e.g.,composition,
grammarandwriting,generalEFLcourse),andthedegreeoflearners・wilingnesstospare
timeandeffortforwritingtasks.Directcorrectionwasappreciatedbythemajorityof
participantsinthisprojectbecauseithelpedthem identifyandcorrecttheirerrorsswiftly
andaccurately.However,itmustberememberedthatindirectfeedbackcanengagelearners
incognitiveprocessing,whichislikelytoresultinlong-term acquisitionofgrammatical
forms.Thisissuehasyettobeverifiedthroughmoreextensiveandmoremeticulously
designedresearchstudiesandcontinuousfirst-handclassroom observation.
Thepresentstudyhadvariouslimitations.Althoughthestudyproducedevidencethat
unfocusedWCFonavarietyofgrammaticalformsdidnotunderminetheeffectivenessof
focusedWCFinaparticularteachingcontext,theabsenceofnegativeeffectsdoesnotmean
thatthecombinationoffocusedandunfocusedCFwasmoreeffectiveforL2learners・overal
writingperformanceorlanguageacquisition.Inordertofindmoresolidevidencethat
unfocusedWCFperseisusefulandeffective,afour-waycomparisonbetweenfocusedCF,
unfocusedCF,focusedandunfocusedCF,andcontrolconditionneedstobeconducted.
Itisacknowledgedthatanactionresearchstudywithasmalgroupof29students
cannotprovideany strong evidenceforgeneralization.Replication studieswith larger
samples,drawnfrom severaldifferentcoursesatdifferentuniversities,needtobeconducted.
Thegrammartestsandthecriteriafortheevaluationofessaysshouldberevisedand
polishedforgreaterreliabilitybasedonrepeatedresearchexperiences.
Formoreaccurateassessmentofessaywriting,itispreferabletohaveparticipants
writetheweeklyessaysinclasssothattheirabilitytowriteonlinecanbeevaluated.In
thisstudy,theclassmanagementconstraintsforcedtheresearchertomakeparticipants
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writeandtypethescriptsathomeandsubmitthem atthenextclasssession.However,one
practicalsolutionmaybetoteachinacomputer-assistedroom sothatstudentscantypeup
theirparagraphsandprintandsubmitthem totheteacherattheendofthesamesession.
TheeffectsofdifferenttypesofWCF(e.g.,directcorrection,useofcodes,descriptionof
errortypes,andprovisionofreformulatedphrasesandsentences)mustbeevaluatedmore
meticulously.Thepresentstudy・sresultssuggestedthattheparticipantswerenoteven
clearlyawareofthefunctionsandcharacteristicsofeachtypeofWCF.Anin-depthinquiry,
usingunstructuredinterviewsandnarrativeanalysis,mightbeusefulfortheassessmentof
EFL learners・perceptionsofdifferentformsofgrammarfeedbackortheirresponsesto
teacherfeedback.
Despitetheselimitations,however,thepresentstudyhasbeenasmalbutimportant
stepformoreconcreteandaccurateresearchonmultipleissues:theeffectivenessoffocused
andunfocusedWCF,thefunctionsofdirectandindirectfeedback,andlearners・perceptions
ofteacherfeedback.Anotherimportantissue,whichthisstudydidnotcover,isthesequence
inwhichcontentandgrammarfeedbackisprovided(seeAshwel(2000)fordetails).The
common practiceofproviding content-basedfeedback on thefirstdraftandgrammar-
focusedfeedbackonthelaterdraftsmaybereevaluated.Itisnecessarytodealwitheach
issueseparatelyinspecificclassroom contextswithclearlydefinedstudentgroups.
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